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In response to the Restriction Requirement dated October 2, 2002, 
please consider the following remarks and provisional election. 

The . claims currently stand, restricted to claims 1-11 drawn to fuel 
injection and. claims , 12-20 drawn to an internal corqibustion engine. 


injector) has separate utility as a nozzle. Applicant respectfully^, . 
disputes the basis of the restriction requirement. Therefore, Applicant 
traverses the restriction requirement and requests reconsideration. 

There should be no dispute that claim 1 essentially is directed to 
cover a nozzle portion of a fuel injector. Therefore, it appears that the 
restriction requirement is justified on the basis that the sub-combination 
(claim 1) can find utility in another sub-combination (nozzle), which is 
essentially claim 1. Thus, it appears that the restriction requirement is 
justified on the basis that the invention defined by claim 1 could find 
utility in another sub-combination that is the same as what, is defined in 
claim L Because the grounds for the restriction; requirement lacks 
cogency, Applicant , respectfully; requests that the same; be reconsidered 
and that the restriction requirement be withdrawn. 


RESP ONS E TQ RF^STRICI I ON R R Q UTRRMR NT 




It would be unfair to require the Applicant to file two separate 
patent applications when the Patent and Trademark Office has treated 
many similar applications as not requiring restrictions. In particular, a 
quick search in the field of Caterpillar fuel systems patents reveals that 
there are many instances in which patent applications directed to fuel 
injectors also include claims directed to an engine having the claimed 
fuel injector, as in this case. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request 
that this application be treated in a like manner as previous similar 
patent applications on related .subject matter. 

In order to be responsive to the restriction requirement, Applicant 
provisionally elect Group I and claim£_Jlj^^^ 

in the event that the examiner refuses to reconsider the outstanding 
restriction requirement. 
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